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Childr
V

PercePtions of TeMilision Characters ,

Of all mass media audiences, children are-post rapidly changing their

capddity,to prOcess and interpret information. It is important to under- '

stand the ways in which children perceive media content becaube those per-

ceptions are likely to, influence the appli

/
ation of.media.information to real-

life situations.

In studying cognitive processes th t intercede between children's ex-

posure to television andtheir applic- ion of TV information, researchers

have assumed that there are several perative and ,important dimensions of

perception. Studies have examined he effects- of, intervening variables such

as the perceived/reality of TV po trayeis (cf. Grfenberg and Reevee,1974;

ieshbadh, 1971); the 4ifferenti iMpactof male and female characters (cf.,
r

Atkin and Miller, 1974; Miller and Reeves, 1976); the amount of violence
Sh

attributgd to characters (cf McLeod, Atkin, and Chaffee, 1971); the amount

of of support received from otter characters (cf. Walters and Parke, 1964;

Bandura, Grusec, and Menlo e, 1967);' and the character's race (cf. Greendrg

1971;Greenberg and Hann ,j9.69). II

i

.Chilgen recognize and sort different portrayals using perceptual dimen-
.

. /. . .

.

sions that may shift w th age, sex, or any of several environmental influences.
,f.

.

p:young children, character may be primarily funny; to an older child,

the same character. . -y be active; to a male, strong; dr to a female, physically

-attractive.

approach in all the resear,ch cited above has been the

imposition of- the = ttributes on the children. Thgse were researcher-chosen

attribtlies, deriv d from theory and insight. The prominence of those perceptual
4
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attributes in the hierarchy of children's perceptual structures was not a

concern. ,Thus, the examination of the role of a single attribute, e.g.,

perceived reality, was typidally done without regard for other attribute§ and
LL

without regard with whether the attribute was at all salient from the child's

.

perspective. Even if their identification enhances explanation or prediction
I ,

, .

of specific media impacts, they contribute not at all to a wholistic under-

standing of the children's overall perception of media content, or television ,

content in particular as we shall focus on.

Mass communication literature is void of studies which attempt to em-
10

pirically derive the full bet of dimensions children use to differentiate

television characters. That is, the dimensions_suggested by past research

are a result of investigator's choices, not a subject's responses. In thist

study, we attempted tp collate two approaches--one which identifies a set of

percepeualattributes and asks children to'use them, and a second which asks

children to respond to,ieievision characters ina fashion which does not bias

he subject's responses in favor of any preconceived attributes.

, -

For this second approach, a multidimensional scaling system was used to

describe the dimensions children use to distinguish among television characters.

Multidimensiginal scaling models assume that a t of some nu4ler of independent

dimensions underly the perception of a larger set of stimuli. Here, the'stimuli-
.

re television characters, and the dimensions are expected to be characterizable

n terms of attributes which describe hoW* children choose to'differentiate TV'

haracteis.
qa

The output of multidimensional scaling is a Euclidean space locating each

imulus, or TV character, on each dimension. Geometric distances between the

ch racters can be interpreted as the perceived similarity between the characters.

The interpoint distances in the geometric space are linearly related to the

rity judgments.
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The greatest advantage of this method is that geometric representation is

not determined by dimensions scted by the investigator. Subjects judge

the-perceived similarity between all possible pairs of stimuli, using as the

basis- for-the judgments whatever attributes they chqose ter-think about.

At the same time that we attempt to develop the judgmental og perceptual

structure of television characters for children, we will also investigate the

variation in'such a structure. For example, we anticipate that there are

developmental differences either in the content of the structural dimensions

or in their number, and so repeating the study process with children at dif-

ferent developmental levels, would/be productive. In a similar fashion, sex

differences may be examined. )

A further question of import, and a basic reason for wishing to determine

the perceptual structure, is to what extent children base their modeling and

social learning decisions on their perceptions of TV characters. The general

expectatiOhwas that certain character attributes were more desirable than

others and children will at least partially differentiate TV characters on the

basis of those desirable qualities.. Within the dimensions used to differentiate

TV Characters should be a subset of dimensions which help children sort,char-

acterd according ta imitable real-life attributes.

Hypotheses

Dimension4l Quantity. One aspect of child development on which psychologists

agree is that children generally progress from Simple to complex modes of under-

standing. For learning theorists, this progression is dependent'on experience

. with the environment and different patterns of reinforcement (cf. Bandura, 1969).

For cognitive developmental theorists, changes in complexity of perception are

linked to developmental Stages which define the upper bounds of understanding
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(Piaget, 1953; Bruner, 1964). Despite thes1 fundame tal,differences, Uwever,
/,

both kinds of theories predict that children beco itore complex as they age.

From this increase in cognitive complexity, as hypothesized that older

children would use more dimensions to diiferen TV characters than younger

children. The use of naturalistic descriptio of-other people (P- eevers and

SeCord, 1973) and checklists of descriptive traits (Yarrow and Campbell, 1963;

Livesle)%and Bromley, 19 3)..show that the nUmberof attributes used to describe

peOple increase as children become older

However, a multidimensional study /of person perception in children did ,not

find an:increase in dilensions. The dimensional structure of third, sixth and

ninth graders was similar with respect to the number and nature,of perceptual
,

dimensions (Olshan; 1971). With Kruskal's non-metric multidimensional scaling

program, Olshan showed that f all three age levels, a two or .three diMensional
r,

structure adequately represeglted a sample of 30 traits. This contrary finding

has been criticized beCause the method used to determine the number'of dimen-

sions (multidimensional caling) is a technique designed,to achieve maximum

parsimony from a set concepts (Peevers and Secord, 1973).

It could be argued' however, that multidimensional scaling is a more appro

priate measure of p rceptual com4exity_becauSe the results are based only on

similarity rating between concepts. Differential use of checklists of descrip-

tive traits dou d be explained in terms of language development alone. The use

of mult,dimens onal scaling in this study should prOvide additional information

about, the validity of Olshan's findings.

Dimensional Content. Eight difarent dimensions werebyipthesized to

emerge as dimensions of judgments

TV chaiae.ters in the multidimen es:, sex, age, physical strength,
- .

.

physical attractiveness, 'realism, goOdne Umor, and social support from others.

f in-children's' differentiation aMdfig
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Each has been, Individually, a successful predictor of media effects.

Our 'iloe-testing for this`'-'study yielded a suggested ninth attribute--actiVityl--

which we added.
1

f

t is unreasonable to expect that all of the-hypothesized.dimensions will

be operative for large groups of children. Given the exploratory nature of

tilts analysis, however, the concern was o idedtify a set of attributes which

research and theory suggest woild reason ly occur rather than predict the

subset that will occur, or the 'particul manner in which they might be organized

and.li4ked.

Dimensional Impact. The description of ti-4se dimensions will be useful in

understanding which TV characters Will have the greatest effect for which child-
_

yen, an4, what it is about die 4tiaracter that maximizes that effect. The general

expectation_is that the methfiLl used to categorize,a TV character will determine

a child's.reaction to thecharacter and will be influential in the decision to

apply the character's behavior to real -fife situations.

A entral part of all cognitive theories deals with the effect of mental

representation of stimuli on behavioral response (Baldwin, 1969). Representation

-"is not Merely a memory Process by which we retrieve usable experiences. The

infotmation processing, formats by which experiences are categorized for later

use are just as important in determining behavior as associating past experiences
111

with the present; r

F r example, if television characters are differentiated on the basis of
n

funniness, then humor should be an important referent in,deciding whether to

. -

lIn a pre-test chIlldren were asked to name-two-favorite-TV characters-and two
characters they did-not.like. For all possible pairs of characters theylpare
asked "How is c4racter A different from,B?" All hypothesized dimensions

i
emerg d as resp00$1410 the question.with the exception of a dimension describing
chara ters' ape#415,P(movement and abilit, to do'eeveral different things. Con-

. sequently, a dim4n144 called " tivity" yes added, bringing the total'number of
, dimensions to nike.''!", .

.

...
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apply the. character's behaviorTo real life. The information processing'

methods used tOcatalog a character's behavior define the most salient aspects

of the behaviOr when it is Hater retrieved. The type of situations that TV

characters' behaviors are relevant to in real life, therefore, may be deter-

mined by the dimensions originally used to evaluate their behavior On the screen.

The specific hypothesis is that the dimensions children use to differentiate

TV characters will be related to children's desires to model TV characters'

behavior in real-life situations
0

Methloda

Interviews were conducted with two third, fifth and seventh grade' classes

from public sChools near Lansing, Michigan. There was an approximtely equal

number in each grade and sex amonl the 210 children interviewed.

Choice of Television Characters. Fourteen television characters were

used for this study:

Laura ("Little House on the Prairie")
' Mary Tyler Moore

Reed ("Adam-12")
Fred Sanford
Fred Flintstone
Gilligan
Samantha ("Bewitched")'

-,Hawkeye ("M*A*S*H")
Archie Bunker
'Chico
Steve Austin, ("The Six Million Dollar Man")

Fat Albert
John-Boy Walton
Marshal Matt Dillon

The charaCters were chosen to maximize children's awareness .of the characters,

to'imaximize variance on the hypothesized dimensions, and to represent TV char-

acters most frequently seen, by children.

Nielsen audience ratings'for the Lansing Michigan, area in February, 1975,

indicated the shows featuring these characters were all among the top 25. Because
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the children questioned spanned an age range of from 8-13 years old, only

.'' . .

. % 1

characters, from programs beginning before 9-p.m. were considered to maximize

I'

familiarity with the entire sample of characters among the,full groups of

respondents.

Choosing characters *ho maximized variance on ale, hypothesized dimen-

, sions was more difficult. ,It is quite .possible that ih the multidimensional

analysis, different samples of TV charaCters could result in different dimen-

sional structures. If the sample was all mai'dfcharacters, for example; 'a sex

dimensions.would not emerge; If all were policemen, a funny dimension would,

probably not be apparent, etc.

Similarity comparisogs,were obtained for all possible pairings of this
.

sample of.14 TV characters. Thus, the number of similarity comparisons. was

91, defined by' n(n-1)/2. The specific question used, to obtain the comparitiv

judgments'was:

"What do you tilink of character A and character B?' Are they":
0

very alike , I'm not different very
much
alike

sure different

Scaling Method. The specific multidimensional scaling model.usedjin this

study was INDSCAL CCarrol and Wish, 1974Y, a technique which allows for individual.

Or subgroup differences in dimensional solu ions. The INDSCAL model assumes.'that

all subjects will use the same dimensions in making - judgment's of concept similar-

,.

ity. Individuals or sub groups, however, may differ` in the weighting or salience

of the dimensi.ons from the total group solution.

The model for INDSCAL is summarized in the equation's:

(i) 2(1) d
t=1jk

,\j( w cx x
kt )

it (xjt
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(i) 1/2'
(2) Y .

= wit
it xjt

,

where d
jk

(i) is the distance between concept j and k for subject or subgroup i;
. .

wit is,the weight on dimension t by the i subgroupxjt and xlit are the pro-
.,

Sections of concepts j and k on dimension t; and y. is the; coordinate value

for concept j Oft diliension t for subgroup i.

Unidimensional Measut'es. To validate and describe dimensions that emerged

in the multidimensibnal space, unidimensional ratings were obtained for each,
'

character on the eight hypothesized perceptual dimensions.
1

These items appeared

on a separate questionnaireadiinistered one day after the similarity ratings for

the third and

questionnaire

fifth graders, and immediately after the completion Of the first-

for the seventh graders, This questionnaire was administered

second so the unidimensional attributes specified would not suggest dimensions

the childten would necessarily use in making their similarity judgments.

Each child rated all 14 characters on these eight attributes,.which appeared-

in a constant order:

HOig'funny do you think, character A is?
How active do you think character A is? , i

How good lookii do you think chipacter A is?
How strong do y u think character A is? .

,How much like a real person is ctaiacter A?.
,, .

How good do yOu think chatactef A is? ., !

How old do you think character A is ?' --
,,

How, much do the' - 'other people on (name of'show) rike Tharacier A? ,

There were four possible responses for each question ranging from very. much
,

,

of the attribute to none oaf it, e.g.very funny/funny/not very'ftinny/ not funny

at all; very'active/active/not very active/not active at all. Responset were
;

coded froni 4 to '1
*
with the higher number indicating the aetribute was maximally

applicable.

e '

,e

, I
.',1Chi1dren were not asked to identify the character's sex,'which was'the:ninth

hypothesized attribute. l
,

4

.
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Identificatison'with, TV Characters. Two. questions measure the extent to .

,

' which the
..,
children identified with'each TV-character. The luestions'were: ///

, .

"How much.do you waneto be like character A?" Response categories were:
._ ..

"a lot, a little, not very much, and,not at alik'."

"Are there things that character A does that (:)u would like to do?"

/

A'

Response categories were: "a lot of 'things, some things, almost nothing,

,and, nothing at all:"

Data Analyses.' The similarity judgments and unidimensional ratingi were

collapsed across subjects to give each TV charaCter a value or val for each

these sets of data. First, the similarity judgments were input into INDSCAL

.rich resulted in a dimension coordinate for each TV character on n dimensions.
, . .

.

Second, the unidimensional ratings were averaged across subjects so that each

,character was assigned a mean 'score for each attribute. The comparisons,of

these values for each TV character comprised most of the data analyses.
. .

. / ..

To test the ext-s to whichtheiapatialdithenSions can be defined as bypthe,

i

sized, the dimension'coordinat s for each character were: correlated with the uni----P

dimensional'means fbr each c racter- The multiple correlation on
. ,

Y , {.

coordinates with each unidi ensional attribute indicated the extent to whiCh

. each attribute was represented in the multidimensional space. The extent to

which the dimensions predicted the indentification variables was also tested by
. -..

correlating dime gion coordinates with the mean ratings on the two identification

measures.

For all correlations, the n for evaluating the significance of the coefficient

1,1
lissX4, i.e., e number of TV characters. However, the values for each character

,1 ..

are not
.
based on a single observation. -They are based on numbers of 'observations

ranging from 26'to 102. Reported significance'levels are therefore conservative

estimates.
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Results
0

Dimensional. Structure., Age differences in. the relati;enumber'of dimen

sions that would emerge were hypothesized, anticipating that older*children

would use more dimengions to differentiate television characters thin younger,.
children. Nine separate attributes were posited as potential dimensions of

children's perceptions of television char'acters.

Thg number. df dimensions'thatzshAuld be retained for further analysis was

.,determin.ed by examining the proportion of variance accounted for in the original
.

larity data by each 'additional dimension in t, ODIND8CAL solution. While

of variance accounted,f 'will increase with the addition

4

the overall proportio,

of dimensions, pew dimensions may provide only a negligible improvement in the

goodness,of/fit measure:.

* Tab

four dime -ion solutions. For the total group and all,p.hree age gropfts, the . .

fifth d 'ension added only a negligible amount of explained variance.

two dimensional solution for the entire group. accounted for 74% of the ,

.. 4

'variance in the /Original data. A thirdsdiblension increased the percentage to
/ .

.

ows the 4mount bf variance accounted for by one, two, three, and

. .

82% and a fourt dimension to 87%. While the last two dimensinnedidrift asi4
/ 1

a substantial amount of explained variance, ,they were tetained at'this point to

determine if the-contentof those dimensions was 'either identifiable or predictive
, 1

of the identification measures.
k .

.-,-

Table 1 also
$

indicatesthat no substantial- differences. occurred among the
, t

e,

dimensionalities of the three age group spaces. While tha amount of variance

explained by the same dimensional solution increased slightly with age,..the per-

i 'centage change across solutions was almost the same. The addition of dimensions
.

I

i ---
-

..

3 and 4 for the third graders increased the 'overall correlation by .04 for each

. addition. For the fifth graders, the i dceasesyeie .05 and .03; and for the

.

r
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ft

for e7aacaaditilion..1xEseittially, after the first dimension,

the dime

aof lncreas

e is.the same

tio

' Dimension Con

four dime:41'6as. Figu

across these age groups. The hypothesis

sional structure4by age.is not supported.

Figures i and 2 show the 14 TV characters plotted

ontaius dimensions one and two and Figure 2

co dimensiOns three daii-four. .

Interpretation of the four dimensions was guided by results from multiple

regression an

..?ePregent-7-zero

predicting mean

..sional sca

he mean

. These results are in Table 2. The columns in4rable,2

rder..correlat

ratings

The multiple

and standardized regression weights for

on the nine hypothesized unidimen-

s can be predi

riables-

the righthand column show how well
s:

1f-iv of NDSCL:Ikiinension's as

4

e generalitlern oflhigh multiple coirelationi indicate that most of the

four INDSCAL dimensions. Five

".90 (1)4.001); two werelgrlter

despite their considefable

attributagan b cu

of the multiple cp emu

(p<.05); 'and

rately predicted from the

tions werg"-Faler thah

.\

two ware not-significant,

tude. Based on the regressIbaaal.ysies the'isr, dimensions
. 1

Dimengioa 1: .

Dimension 2v
Dimension 3:

The

UnSuPported ftsmo.r-7--

Physical Strength
Physical Attractiveness
Activity

,

associated Wiith DtputallaQ are very high for funny

,

1)4.05). Looking at theplots otrInmensiowl in Figure 1,

regression weights

(p<.001) and

were labeXed ase?--

highly funny characters are represented' F ed Sanford, Archie Bunker, Fred

Flintstoni and Gilligan. Highly supp rted charact ri are Steve Austin, Marshall

Dillon, JOhn-$oy Walton, and Laura.

Two other attributes, strength sex, had significant

i6

de

regression ireights



(p.4.05) associated with this dimension. Strength was not included because
/

. I
'

the weight was low in compariabn to fUnny and support,-and because the attri-

bute was more clearly related to another dimension.

Sex is interpreted as part of thks:dimension. However, it it not unique -

to this4dimension. In fact, Table 2, shOWs that Sex' has significant weights on

all four dimensions, and the lowest of those is on Dimension 1, Figure 1 con-.

firms this.relation for Dimension 1. All three females are on the not funny,

highly supported section of the dimension.

Dimension 2 was interpreted as Physical Strength. The regression weight

for strength on this dimension was high and positive (.85, p.001). The dimen-

sion is most representative of masculine strength. The, we ght for sex is

highest on this dimension 74 negative 1)4.001; male coded as 1, female

coded as 2). Characters arrayed high on this dimension included Steve Austin,

Reed, Hawkeye, and Marshall Dillon. The three females (Samantha, Mary Tyler

Moore, and Laura) were lowest on this dimension. TwO other attriblites that

weighted_ ignificantly (1)4.05) on Dimension 2 were active and good.

Dimension 3 in Figure 2 was interpreted as Physicai-Attractiveness. The

regression weights for good looking (.62) and sex (.63) on Dimension 3 were

the highest of all attributes. Dimension 3 also predicted'the character ratings

for good (.39), with the good looking females being rated as better than less

Attractive male characters.

Tuto females, SamanthaL and Mary Tyler Moore, weret,ated highest on this

aimension,'followed by attractive males,such,asSteve Austin and Hawkeye. At

the other end of the dimension were the cartotn characters, Fred Flintstone and

Fat Albert,.and .1ohn-Boy and Gilligan.

Dimension 4 was labeled Activity. The regression weight for Dimensidn 4

as a. predictor of active was ,65 (p <.05). Sex and gbodness were also related

e
A
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to Dimenston 4, Their Weights-were -.36, (p.05)* and .56'(p<.05). Characters

with high values on Dimeriston 4 included Gilligan, John-Boy and Laura. Less '

active characters wert Archie Bunker, Fred Sanford and the two cartoon char-

acters.

Two of the unidimensional attributes were not significantly represented

by, any dimension in the multidimensional space (Table 2). These are the

perceived reality of the TV characters (R=,45; ns.) and the perceived age of_the

characters (R=.66;.n.s.). The hypotheses regarding children's 'use of these

ditensions to differentiate evisipn characters are, therefore, not supported

to the extent that the other, attributes were. The statistical insignificance

of thses sizeable multiple correlations is in part attributable to the conse

tism_necessarily associated with the n of 14 used here to test significance.

Subgroup Comparisons. To determine if the dimensional Structures for boys

and girls and the three age groups were different, canonical correlations

(Cooley and Lohres; 1964were'computed between multidimensional solutions cal-

culated separately for each subgroup (Table 3). Four significant canonical

variates were found-for each subgroup comparison, indicating a very high degree

of isomorphism between'umltidimensional solutions.

Modeling. The final hypothesis predicted that the dimensions children use

to differentiate TV characters will be related to howmuch children want to

"be like" the charaCters and how.much they would like "to do things that the

.characters do:" Table 4 shows the regression analysis broken down by sex and age

for predicting the two dependent measures_from the,four INDSCAL dimensions.

ee

The multiple correlati'ons are consistently large, ranging frot .69 to .94,
-

using only these four dimensions of character perceptions as predictors. Thus,

the amount.of variance explained varies from 47 to 89 percent.

For the dependent variable, "want to be like,;' the magnitude of multiple,

1 'a-)

/
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correlations by grade and by sex are strikingly similar. Yet, the dimen=

. .

sional emphasis in those'predictions for boys and girls are entirely different.

For the' gsters, his variable is predicted by the dimensions'of mas-

culine strengt and activity; for the females, this variable, predictable to the

same extent, co almost solely of the dimension physical attractiveness.

The same pattern persist for the second dependent variable, "want to do like."

There are no similar di rences in predictor usage by grade level. Among- --

the youngest participants the th d graders, activity is never a significant

predictor, whereas it appears to demon rate more impact in subsequent age

- groupings.

While the dimensiohal solutions are almos identical according to the

4
canonical-correlation analysis, large differences, particularly, by sex,

exist in the ability of the dimensional structures to predict the two identi-

fication measures.

Summary and Discussion

Children rated the similarity of all possible pairs of 14TV-characters

and judged the same characters on eight specific attributes. The coordinate

values for the TV characters, as'determined by multidimensional scaling,

were then correlated with the mean ratings for each character on thaunidimen-
.?.

sional attributes. The relationship of these two independently collected sets

of data was the basis for most-of the results.

Overall, these correlations were very high. The multiple correlation of

four dimetions on ;each attribute was greater than .90 for five of nine uni-
.

9
dimensional ictributes, and two other multiple correlations were ireaterihan .80. /

Ideally, the two methods should have produced isomorphic resultd. Each

operation was artempting.to identify and Measure the dimensions children use. to

differentiate TV characters. Therefore, the high multiple correlations do not
,c



represent a theoretically independent set of variables predicting a dependent

variable. /They constitute a multi-method approach to measurement of the same

phenomenon.

d'on a considerable past literature on developmental differences in

the dimensionality of-person perception, it was hypothesized that older children

would use more dimensions to distinguish TV characters than young children. The

evidence did not support this expeitation.

This is. the second known study which reports no age differences in the

dimensions children use to evaluate other people and the second which uses multi-.

dimensional scaling to identify 'the dimensions. Olshan (1971) report4 no dimen-

e4onality differences among children in aIimilar age range. Although'her
4,
tl 7.
research dealt with perdon perception in general and not with TV characters'the

..dprnember of dimensions adequately represented similarity data for her third,

'sixth, andAttinth graders.

Sigelarity in the Concept spaces for children in three different age gro.ups.

is not very supportive of extensive developmental'shifts in the dimensionality
I

of Cognitive processes. range of children's ages in the sample did notitrepresent all of the crit developmental periods, which may have minimized the-

possibility of finding developmental differences. It could be argued, however,

that by third grade, socialization to television is complete to the extent

that third and seventh graders should perceive TV characters similarly.

The similarity among age groups may also be due to other socialization
..

processes that are counierinkthe evelopmentof more.complex'cognitive processes.

At the sane time that compl ity of evaluation'is increasing for children, they

may be learning from other social agents the relevant dimensions which society

expects them to Ilse in evaluating others. w.e ability to use more dimensions may

be offset byLthe'disclowery. Mitt Ohly.certain;ones kh be.tapplkid.
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Dimension Content. The most obvious dimension which emerged in the multi-

dimensional space was humor. It accodhted for the majority of variance in the

four dimensional solution. Due to its high negative association with social

support, humor was labeled somewhat differently than might be expected.

Previous research has'not focused on the role of humor in imitation. Never-

i.theless, t seemed reasonable tq.assume thdt childre41n would positively evaluate

humorous behavior. Funny people'are generally pos4ively reinforced for their

talent, making them"desirable models.

The type Of humor which emerged was unsupported humor. TlAse were char-

acters who were laughed at rather than laughed with- -the classic "boobs." Char-.

acters,at the other end 9f this dimension were not funny, but very much supported

in these behaviors by television peers. -4., .

The humor ensiOn WhiCh differentiates TV characteis may not be a positive,

desireCatt ibute. The total inability of his dimension to predict which char.-

\`-actepe children wanted to_do like or be like supports this rationale. While

1
this dimension represents the primary chafacteristic that children use to dif-

ferentiate TV characters, it was not related to children's application of tele-
'

vision to real life.

The second knd third dimensions.,are probably best discussed together because.

they represent stereotypic evaluations of other people. They also were most
r

.predictive of children's desires to be like and do Tike TV charaCters.

.0 The stereotypic use of these dimensions is most closely associated with sex'

differences. Males used the strength diMension most and females used the attract-

ILi stil dimension most. This was the critical finding, although both dimensions"

were significant predictors of the two attributes for,both.sexes. -"rthrmore,

the spatial-configurations for males and females were generally very similar as

determined by,canonical correlation analysis.
%

16,
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This finding,is most,intereating when the predictive power of the two

dimensions is considered. For boys, strength was the primary predictor of

wanting to do like and be like TV characteis while attractiveness was totally

unrelated to thegtwo dependent measures. For girls the opposite was true.

Attractiveness was highly predictive of the two imitation
1
ehaviors and strength

es- unrelated. The magnitude_of the multiple correlations, however, was equal.

The key conclusion is that cognitive structures for males and females are the

same while the use of the structures is completely different.

This is different from saying that only males. use the,dimension of

strength and, therefore, strength ii only predictive of media effects for males.

Males use both strength and attractiveness, but only one dimension is applicable,
ti

to their modeling decisions. The counterpart process exists for females' use

of attractiveness.

These results may be more expected by parents than psychologists studying.

gtx differences. In an extensive current review of psychological research on s

sex differences, Maccoby and Jacklin (1975) find no support for assuming that

.

male and female children differentially use dimensions traditionally associated

with their sex. However, increased aggression among males is a well documented

finding and this could possibly explain boys' dependence on the strength dimen-

sion to evaluate TV characters suitable for imitation. .Regarding the-stereotype

that females are dependent on attributes,related to social interaction (e.g.,

physical attractiveness), Maccoby and Jacklin conclude there is no empirical

support. This study then constitutes. a conspicuous exception. The regression'
, .

weight for the dimension of attractiveness, as a predictor of wantingto be

like TV characters was %74 (K.001) for girls and .00 for boys.

The fourth dimension, activity, was most predictive of wanting to be like
tt

and do like TV characters for_the boys:

1,9



Present I lications of Research Findin s. There-ere several implica-

tions for the production and evaluation of television for children. Knowledge

of which Character attributes impact most on children could be used to greatly

increase the deliberate communication,bf,pro-social messages and decrease the

effects of anti-Social portrayals. Each dimension and its association with the

modeling variably in this study is related to both types pf impact.

%

First, humor appears to be a neutral attribute in terms of differentiating

characters which ildren model. Producers probably should not depend on.humor

to deliver effipac ous prosocial messages, nor may there be afTieason to

believe that funny iolence, for example, is any different -ffat serious violence.

Strength, attr ctiveness and activity are clearly attributes which pro-

ducers and parents ould consider. The more they are perceived to be present,

the greaterthe like y impact of the portrayal. These findings suggest that

9)strong, active males twill half the greatest effect on boys and attractive

feiales the most yronounced effect on.gimls. As with the other dimensions, the
.

results"can be used to eJ.ther augment prosocial-television-messages or diminish.

negati4consequences.ofexposure..

The regression equations from this research may be used_to calculate which

characters

weight for

dimension,

would have the most impact on children. By multiplging the regression .

c
each dimenlion by the coordinate value for each TV character on-that

a value could be calculated which represented the TV characterts

likely effect..

For example, the regression equation fO-r4: predicting which TV characters

boys most wanted to be like is:4-

Y (-.06) (value for DIM 1) + (.89) (value 'for DIM' 2)

(.00) (value for DIM 3).+ (.56) (value for DIM 4) ,%"

1This equation was obtained using the coordinate values from a multidimensional
space calculated for all bales and a value on the variable "want to belike.
averaged across all males.

20
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Y in the formula palallels the mean rating on "want to be like",for each

character. The equation predicts 75% of the 'variance in Y.'

Applying this formula,AO all 14 of the.TV'charactere n the Study yields the

following results. The values for each character should indicate the extent-

to which boys want to be like each character based on a weighted consideration

of all four perceptual dimensions.

Character
Steve Austin
Hawkeye
Reed
Chico
Marshall Dillon
Fred Sanford
John-Boy
Archie Bunker -

Samantha
Gilligan
_Fred Flintstone.
Fat Albert
Laura
Mary Tyler Mpore

Predicted Value of Y for Males'
.339'

y 329

. 309

.292

. 222

. 021

. 020

-.181

-.235
-.254

-455
-.267

-.$43

From these values, the relative modeling impact of several TV characters

can be strongly suggested. Content analyses could' determine the behaviors of

any of the characters, but particular]; those identified as'most likely to be

modeled. The combined information would-indicate which characters and which

behaviors were, most likely hailing an impact on children.,

But, separate consideration must be given to different age groups and

especially'to.the sexes. Applying the same equation calculated separately for
111.

young'girl viewers-yield a completely different -auk order of characters'- likely

. impact. .

I:The values derivea-from, the regression equation were correlated with the
values on the "want to be like" measure which ranged from 1 ro 5 to determine
the degree of relationship. $:



Character.' Predicted Value of Y for Femalesl

Samantha
Mary Tyler Moore
Laura
Steve Austin
Reed
Hawkeye
Marshall Dillon
Chico
John-Boy
Gilligan
Fred Sanford
Archie Bunker
Fat Albert
Fred Flintstone

.459

.371

.253

.178

.062

049
.002

-.026
-.047
-.099
-.106
-.173

-.40S

-.408

It is obvious from a comparison of these two-lists that-children identify

most with same sex TV models: For the portions of the tables that are similar
\

(Steve. Austin through Chico)wboysmark these characters high because they are

strong and active. Girls rink this subset second to,the TV females because they

//
".

are highly attractive.,,"

These "impact Values" 1-very precise way of determ ping which characters

merit special attention. They are not based on content analysis of researcher

defined attributes,,as art most other ratings of TV shows.and characters. -They

. --
re dependent on'the ratings of TV characters, along perceptuil dimensions, which

are ximally weighted to predict the"child's affinity for the characters. Thus,

they should yield excellent PrediCtions.

1
The values derived from the regression eq ion were correlated with the value's

, .

on the "want to be" like measure which range rom 1 to 5 determine 'the degree
of relationship. -.

..,
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Table 3 "citIr

Canonical Correlations of Four INDSC&L Dimensions For Three
Separate Age Levels (Third Grade, Fifth Grade, and Sevenths:
Grade), and Males and FeMalesa

Canonical
p Variate

Number
Canonical
Correlation

,

x2

Degrees
of

Freedom p S.

Third grade 1 .985 88.03 16 .001
with 2 -.972 54.28 9 .001
Fifth g;ade 3 .916 26.60 4 . .001

4 .787 9.18 1 ''( .002

Third grade 1 .991 92.14 16 .001,

With 2 .963 53.04 9 .001
Seventh grade 3 .907 27.94. 4 _001

4 . -' .837 11.45 1 .001
4 . k....,0

.....)

Fifth grade 1 .991 108.10 16 .001
,with , 2 .985 .69:0 9 .001'
'Seventh grade 3 .957 35.84 4 .001

.851 12.28 1 . .001
. . .

Males 1 .997., 199.49 16 .001
with, .2 .988 70.87 9 001
Females 3 .947 : 35.33 4 '.001

4 i .874 13.73 1 .001

aSeparatesINDSCAL solutions were obtained for each subgroup. The valuei
in the canonical Oatysis are the.coordinate.vilues for each of14 TV
characters calculated separately for each grade andsex.

to
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